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Findings: Having found 

evidence in the'record to support the 

Petroleum Company in the 

that there was substantial 

Regional Board's request to 

the Attorney General, this Board specifically finds that other 
. . 

administrative remedies are not a relevant consideration in 

determining whether to request the Attorney General to petition 

the court.for the recovery of civil penalties under Section 13350(a)(3).' 

. It is patent,that the deposit of oil in or on the waters 

of the State is contrary to the interests of public health and 

welfare. The urgency and pervasiveness of this policy finds ex- 

pression in Section 13350(a)(3) which exposes one to strict lia- 

bility as a direct consequence of-causing a deposit of oil. 

Save application to a court for.the recovery of civil penalties 

under Section 13350(a)(3), there are 

administrative remedies available to 

the Regional Board did not abuse its 
. 

no interim or alternative ’ 

regional boards, Accordingly, 

discretion in failing to ’ 

consider the effectiveness of administrative remedies, there being 

none to deal with the problem. 
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S. Contention: The advice and argument of the Board's 

‘0 
counsel to the Board at the hearing was both erroneous and prej- 

. 
. 

udicial, and it was an abuse of discretion for the Regional 

Board'to turn-over its function and duty under Section 13350 

to its counsel, or staff, and to permit itself to be guided by 

prejudicial arguments of counsel. _. 
. 
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Findings: It is within the province of couns.el 

andmembers of the regional,bo&rd -staff .to argue the evidence at 

a hearing before the Regional Board. Moreover, since this 
. 

Board has found that there is substantial evidence in the. record 

to support the Regional Board's request to the Attorney General ~ 

to petition the court for the recovery of civil penalties, the 

argument of counsel or staff to the Regional Board was not 

prejudicial. 

.6. Contention: It 

denial of due proces's for the 

a hearing such as is required 
_’ 

was an abuse of discretion and a 

Regional.aoard to deny Petitioner 

under Section 13350(b) to determine 

whether Petitioner might be civilly liable. 

Findings: This aoard finds that Petitioner was 

afforded a hearing within the meaning of Section 13350(b). 

This Board concludes that Petitioner caused the deposit 

of.oil.in and on the waters of this State on March 28, 30, and 

April 7, 1972, and that 

the Attorney General to 

and appropriate. 

.? 

the Regional Board's action in requesting 

petition the Superior Court was proper 



. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the petition of the. Phillips 

Petroleum Company to review Findings No. 72-2 of the California 

Regi&a$ Water Quality Control Board, San Fransisco Bay Region, 

is denied. _ 

Adopted‘as the order of the State Water Resources 

Control Board.at.9 meeting duly called and held at Sacramento, 
. Calafornia. a. 

..Ba&ecL: .Septembe.r .21, .1972 . 
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